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Deleuze and the Enaction of
Non-Sense

William Michael Short, Wilson H, Shearin,
and Alistair Welchman

Summary

This chapter examines the ways in which French philosopher Gilles
Deleuze offers conceptual resources for an enactive account of language,
in particular his extensive consideration of language in The Logic of
Sense. Specifically, Deleuze’s distinction between the nonsense of Lewis
Carroll’s portmanteau creations and that of Antonin Artaud's “transla-
tion” of Carroll’s Jabberwocky highlights the need for an enactive, rather
than merely embodied, approach to sense-making, particularly with
regard to the general category of what Jakobson and Halle (1956) call
“sound symbolism”,

10.1 Introduction

This chapter examines the ways in which French philosopher Gilles
Deleuze offers conceptual resources for an enactive account of language,
in particular his extensive consideration of language in The Logic of Sense.!

! References to Deleuze’s Logigue du sens (1969/1990) will be in the form LS
followed by the page number(s} of the original French edition followed by “/” and
then the page numbers of the English translation. Translations are our own, but
usually follow Mark Lester (with Charles Stivale). Edition details are in the refer-
ences section. We render Deleuze’s original title, Logique du sens, with The Logic
of Sense, as this is the rendering of the published English translation. Williams
(2008), however, raises concerns about this choice, preferring instead the simpler,
more literal Logic of Sense. On Williams' view, Deleuze is “proposing a logic with
a very individual take on things and topics” (p. 22). The use of the definite article
“the” in the translated title, he suggests, may obscure this fact. On the other
hand, Deleuze himself is happy to refer to “la théorie du sens” [LS, p. 7/xiii: “the
theory of sense”], so perhaps the definite article is not so out of place after all.
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Specifically, Deleuze’s distinction between the nonsense of Lewis Carroll’s
portmanteau creations and that of Antonin Artaud’s “translation”? of
Carroll’s Jabberwocky highlights the need for an enactive, rather than
merely embodied, approach to sense-making, particularly with regard
to the general category of what Jakobson and Halle (1956) call “sound
symbolism”.? Deleuze’s account of Carrollian {non)sense can seem
abstract: he argues, for instance, that sense is the surface between the
corporeal realm of things and the incorporeal realm of events and prop-
ositions (LS, p. 41/28). But Deleuze’s analysis of Carrollian nonsense is,
in fact, consistent with a standard embodied understanding of linguistic
meaning. Similarly, Deleuze presents his understanding of Artaudian
nonsense in terms of a renewed confrontation of semantics with the
body: in Artaud, Deleuze says, words “burst into pieces” like shrapnel,
acting “directly on the body, penetrating and bruising it” (p. 108/87).
But this move to the body in Deleuze is more radical than traditional
theories of embodiment can accommodate, and marks instead a move-
ment towards an enactive framework. The exploration of these direct
connections between sense-making and other apparently nonsensical
systems promises to account for the enaction of higher-order cogni-
tive systems in more basic terms, without presupposing the required
linguistic sense-making properties, At the same time, such exploration,
we suggest, may conjure up its own challenges for enactive thinking.
The chapter has four parts: in the first part we outline the relation
of the embodied and enactive theories of linguistic meaning; in the
second we discuss Deleuze’s analysis of Carrollian nonsense, arguing
that it remains broadly within the tradition of embodiment; in the
third section, we tease out from Deleuze's encounter with Artaud a more
radical, enactive conception of linguistic meaning; and in the fourth
and final section, we briefly describe some of Deleuze's later work,
specifically Anti-Oedipus, which he co-wrote with Félix Guattari in 1972.

% Artaud refuses to call his writings transiations of Lewis Carroll: “ce petit
poéme... m'appartient en propre et n'est pas du tout la version frangaise d’un texte
anglais” (Artaud, 2004, p. 927: “This little poem ... Is properly my own and not at
all the French translation of an English text"). The editors of the single volume
Quarto Gallimard Oeuvres call them “adaptations.” For this reason, among others,
we place “translation” in quotation marks in the main body of the text.

* The Logic of Sense is not the only place where Deleuze juxtaposes Carroll
and Artaud on nonsense. References to Carroll and Artaud also appear in Anti-
Oedipus, A Thousand Plateaus, and Essays Critical and Clinical, among other works.
See Lopez (2004, p. 103, 109).
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This work helps us to see what is at stake in the enactive challenge to
cognitive science, in particular in relation to “modal prejudice”.

10.2 From embodied to enactive theories of
linguistic meaning

The development of an embodied view of cognition has led to advances
in our understanding of linguistic meaning.? Theories of categorization
have moved beyond the classical view, often attributed to Aristotle,
of defining categories by lists of “necessary and sufficient” features
expressed in propositional format (e.g., “A rose is a fragrant flower with
at least five petals and thorns”) to recognizing classes characterized by
non-objective perceptual, interactional, or purposive properties, which
may be organized in relation to “best examples” or according to “family
resemblances” (roses are prototypically red, but may also be pink or white,
with larger and more curved petals than a carnation's, symbolize love,
are given on Valentine’s day...).5 In many cases, scholats now suggest
that the meanings of words, rather than being represented mentally

* In this chapter, we are concerned with theories of meaning and conceptions
of “sense” in Deleuze and enaction theory that go beyond narrowly linguistic
meaning. As a result, much work of Chomskyan inspiration, viewing the primary
task of linguistics as the construction of a recursive formal system capable of speci-
fying all and only the syntactically correct utterances of a language, is probably
irrelevant to our purposes. (There was an early “generative semantics” movement
that attempted to apply Chomskyesque formalism to theories of linguistic seman-
tics; but this movement is widely regarded as either having failed or having been
absorbed into cognitive linguistics in general; cf. Harris, 1995). At the same time,
it is interesting to note that Deleuze (1980/1988, pp. 11ff./5ff, with Guattari)
discusses Chomsky (1968), trying to show that standard criticisms of Chomskyan
linguistics (from, e.g., the point of view of sociolinguistics) as too “abstract” are, in
fact, quite misplaced. Instead, they argue, it is “not abstract enough” (p. 14/7), in
the sense that that the formal tree structures that Chomsky invokes preclude the
possibility of directly interfacing linguistic phenomena with non-linguistic ones
(cf. the position of Jackendoff, 2003). Such interfaces are possible, on their view,
only if linguistics is regarded as a “network” or “rhizome” and precisely not as a
tree with a determinate root that blocks further connections. The resonance with
enaction and our critiques will become clear, and no coincidence: what Deleuze
and Guattari desctibe as a “rhizome” in 1980 had already been explored by Deleuze
in 1968 under the rubric of the “primary process” or “schizophrenia” (see below).

5 Cf. Rosch (1978); Fillmore (1985); Lakoff (1987), Johnson (1987). Although
it is common to attribute this view to Aristotle, the precise nature of Aristotle’s
Categories (and his broader theory of categories) remains much debated. Cf. Frede
(1987, pp. 29-48).

Deleuze and the Enaction of Non-Sense 241

as language-like symbols, actually correspond to recurring patterns of
sensorimotor experience or “image schemas”. These schemas, as they are
susceptible to visual and kinesthetic transformations in mental space -
rotation, scanning, clustering or segmentation, superimposition, and
path or end-point focus, for exampie - also provide an inferential struc-
ture for explaining synchronic sense variation and diachronic change.®
The metaphor theory pioneered by linguist George Lakoff further posits
that most, if not all, abstract concepts are constituted through mappings
of image-schematic structure from physicospatial domains.” Mark
Johnson, in turn, has extended this theory, elaborating an aesthetics of
human understanding in which our capacity to “make sense” through
language depends fundamentally not only on images and metaphor, but
also on emotions and certain felt qualities of our bodily interaction with
the world (Johnson, 2008).

Despite these advances, this theory of language arising and devel-
oping from embodied cognition also may be criticized for repeating
certain failings of the very conceptual-propositional theory it claims to
supersede.® So-called “objectivist” theories of meaning fail to account
for the ways in which cognition depends on the specific character
of the human body and brain, instead treating sense-making as the
manipulation of abstract, amodal symbols by disembodied minds.® By
the same token, mainline experientialist theories, though claiming to
take account of the nexus of brain, body, and world, fail to present
cognition as fully grounded in the interactions of bodies with their
environient, overemphasizing the embodied mind and leaving the
environment as colorless and idealized. Lawrence Barsalou’s perceptual
symbol systems hypothesis, for example, proposes that thinking relies
upon stored representations of sensorimotor states (1999, 2008). On this
view, patterns of neural excitement arising from multimodal sensory
and motor input are captured and stored for later representation in
the same systems from which they originally derive. Mental representa-
tions, that is, are taken to emerge from repeated perceptual and tmotor
experiences, and, in accessing these stored representations (“perceptual

¢ Gibbs and Colstan (1995); cf, for example, Ziemke et al. (2008).

7 Nuitez (2010) is an attempt to understand the extreme representational
abstraction of transfinite numbers in terms of assemblages of concrete sensori-
motor schemas.

8 See Weiskopf (2010); Hanna and Maiese (2009); Mahon and Caramazza
(2008).

? For the critique, see especially Lakolf (1987); Gibbs (1994); Johnson (2008).
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symbols”, Barsalou, 1999) during thought, the brain re-enacts or “simu-
lates” patterns of neural activation similar to those that produced
the initial representation. Yet perceptual symbols would appear able
to implement efficient adaptive cognition only by flattening certain
experiential information - perhaps, above all, the temporal extension
of percepts - especially for the representation of abstract concepts (cf.
Boroditsky and Prinz, 2008). More importantly, the perceptual symbols
hypothesis gives little space to spoken language, in particular to phono-
logical patterns that may co-occur with other repeated sensorimotor
experiences.

By focusing on an individual’s sensorimotor interactions or
“couplings” with the environment and the ways in which these inter-
actions structure cognition, the enaction paradigm represents an
important corrective to the embodied theory of cognition. Yet, even
as it offers this corrective, the enaction paradigm has met with its own
criticisms. For all that it proposes a view of cognition as the effect of
flat brain-body-action-world systems, some have alleged that this
paradigm can only address online and fundamentally reactive forms
of cognition and that “representation-hungry” types of cognition will
elude it (Clark, 1997; Wheeler, 2005). Recent work has endeavored
to meet such critiques (Stewart et al., 2010; Froese, 2012) by focusing
specifically on language as the central theater for explaining how the
enaction paradigm accounts for higher cognition and abstract sense-
making (Bottineau, 2010; Nufiez, 2010).

10.3 Carrollian nonsense: Portmanteau words

One leading interpretation of Deleuze’s oeuvre reads it as supplying the
philosophical ontology underpinning an enactive approach to cogni-
tive science. Manuel DeLanda and John Protevi, for instance, argue that
Deleuze describes the anti-Platonic, anti-teleological ontology neces-
sary for understanding cognition as a sense-making activity that closely
integrates brain, body, and environment.!® These accounts, while they
offer substantial indications as to how Deleuze's The Logic of Sense may
be integrated into this approach, do not give this difficult work, which
often operates precisely at the interface of ontology and language, the

0 See DeLanda (2002) and Protevi (2010). Holmes (2012) offers a reading of
Deleuze's engagement with Lucretius in Logique du sens, which highlights inter
alia his anti-Platonic ontological commitments.
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sustained, individual attention it deserves.!! In The Logic of Sense, Deleuze
understands sense as something more general than mere signification:
it is the element in which human beings exist (Williams, 2008, p. 3).
Sens, the French term rendered as “sense,” is not simply a synonym for
“meaning” but also a term for describing the “direction” of becoming, or
ontological change.'? The enactivist school treats sense similarly - as the
medium for the constitution or enactment of the world of any organic
structuraily unified system (Di Paulo et al., 2010, pp. 39ff.; Thompson
and Stapleton, 2009, pp. 24-25).

For Deleuze, who takes his lead in LS from Stoic philosophy, sense
emerges out of the material world, what he terms “the actions and
passions of bodies,” but is itself “incorporeal” (LS, p. 115/94). He thus
aligns sense with Stoic lekta, a Greek term for the incorporeal events
that propositions either can express or already have expressed.” Sense
is peculiarly hard to think, in Deleuze’s view, because we are tempted
either to reify it as a transcendent entity operating from on high or
to reduce it to the corporeal alone (LS, pp. 90-91/72-73; 217/186f.).
Although expressed in his own vocabulary, Deleuze shows a commit-
ment to a kind of emergentism similar to the Inspiration behind enac-
tion theory (Varela et al., 1991, pp. 85ff.): Varela et al. want to do justice
to the phenomenological specificity of enacted worlds while grounding

1 An important starting point for considering The Logic of Sense within the
framework proposed by DeLanda and Protevi is the Appendix (pp. 157-180) to
Delanda (2002), entitled “Deleuze’s Words”, where DeLanda indicates specifi-
cally how he sees the virtual, intensive, and actual operating in a broad range of
Deleuze's works, in a variety of different vocabularies. There DeLanda comments
that The Logic of Sense "presents the most detailed description of the quasi-causal
operator” (pp. 157-158). DeLanda reads “nonsense” as one name for this oper-
ator. Despite its title, then, scholars such as DeLanda (2002), Protevi {2010), and
Eleanor Kaufman (2012) (anticipated to some extent by Slavoj Zizek (2004)) have
shown that The Logic of Sense is not primarily a work about, for example, prop-
ositional logic, at least not in isolation from larger questions of philosophical
ontology.

12 See, for example, LS, p. 9/1: *I} appartient a l'essence du devenir d‘aller, de
tirer dans les deux sens i la fois” (“It belongs to the essence of becoming to go, to
pull, in both directions (sens) at once”).

13 Although he does not use the Greek term, Deleuze is discussing lekta, for
example, when he writes: “sense, the expressed of the proposition, is an incor-
poreal, complex, and irreducible entity, at the surface of things, a pure event
which inheres or subsists in the proposition” {p. 19). See Long and Sediey (1987,
vol. 1, pp. 195-202) for ancient evidence about, and discussion of, Stoic lekta. For
Deleuze's reading of the Stoics, see Sellars (2006).



244  William Michael Short, Wilson H. Shearin, and Alistair Welchinan

such specificity in the organic structures of sense-making and their
cuitural and evolutionary histories. Similarly, for Deleuze, the medium
of sens also represents a genuine emergence with respect to the merely
material and corporeal, without falling into a transcendent reification
that postulates phenomenological experience as belonging to some
Cartesian second substance or Platonic second world.

Crucially, however, Deleuze extends his thought beyond the bounds
of enaction theory by emphasizing the fragility of sense. For Varela
et al., sense-making is closely connected with the structural unity of
organic systems and hence acts as a kind of transcendental condition.
For Deleuze, who is more circumspect in his relation to the neo-Kantian
heritage of phenomenology, this assumption makes it harder to under-
stand how the incorporeal domain of sense could have emerged from the
corporeal domain of bodies. But understanding this emergence is crucial
to any investigation into cognition. The danger of excessive reliance on
the phenomenological tradition is that the hinge between the phenom-
enological conception of sense-making and the biological realm is left
unexplored because sense must already, methodologically and transcen-
dentally, have been constituted before one can pose the problem of the
organism. But such a view forces the organism as such, and hence its
precise relations to sense-making, into an inaccessible obscurity.!*

Deleuze’s skepticism about the unity of sense-making comes to the
fore in his scrutiny of liminal phenomenological situations in general
and borderline linguistic situations in particular. Sense itself may be
defined liminally: “[S]ense is never only one of the two terms of the
duality which contrasts things and propositions [...]; it is aiso the fron-
tier, the cutting edge, or the articulation of the difference between the
two terms” (LS, p. 41/28), Nonsense, in turn, is that which, while itself
having no sense, “enacts the donation of sense” and “is opposed to the
absence of sense” (LS, p. 89/71). Understanding nonsense is, thus, not

H See Welchman {2013) for a critique of the influence of Heideggerian phenom-
enoclogy on broadly enactive cognitive science. Some other developments of
enactivism seem to be going in a similar direction. Bottineau (2010, p. 296) inter-
rogates the diversity of the phenomena we call “language”, and this recognition
of diversity in "languaging” (and so in at least one form of “sense-making”) is
therefore making itself felt within enaction theories at the moment (see below),
If sense-making is a “transcendental condition”, it is a flexible one. This “flexibi-
lization” of transcendental conditions exactly expressed Deleuze’s philosophical
reappropriation of Kantianism. See, for example, Deleuze (1962/1983, pp. SOff.,
85, 93), where Deleuze refers to Nietzsche's will to power as a “plastic” transcen-
dental condition “no wider than what it conditions” (p. 50).
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just a challenge for cognitive science and linguistics; it is, for Deleuze,
the point at which the seam between incorporeal sense and the corpo-
real realm becomes visible. Consequently, nonsense resides at the heart
of The Logic of Sense, especially nonsense as embodied in the work of
Lewis Carroll.

Although he addresses it most directly only in the 24th chapter or series,
Deleuze appeals widely to the notion of “synthesis” in The Logic of Sense.
The cognitive scientific use of this term is originally Kantian: Kant uses
it to describe the mental actions necessary for the constitution of objec-
tive experience. But Deleuze widens its usage considerably, divorcing
it from Kant's preoccupations with representation and transcendental
unity (Welchman, 2009). Broadly based on the operators of Stoic logic,
Deleuze discusses the operation of three syntheses in The Logic of Sense:
conexa, coniuncta, disiuncta. The first of these, the connective synthesis
(if ...then), “bears upon the construction of a single series”; the second,
the conjunctive series (and), is “a method of constructing convergent
series”; and the third, the disjunctive series (or), “distributes the diver-
gent series” (LS, pp. 203-204/174). The discussion of these syntheses is
recapitulated in Anti-Oedipus (Deleuze and Guattari, 1972/1984) with
one important difference, to which we will return below.

The syntheses operate between what Deleuze terms “series” — indeed,
The Logic of Sense itself takes the form of a numbered sequence of different
series, Despite the apparent heterogeneity of the different series under
discussion, Deleuze makes it clear that they are, with one exception,
variants on a primary duality of corporeal and incorporeal, things and
propositions, bodies and language (LS, pp. 36ff./23ff.), o, in the psycho-
analytic register he often uses, eating/speaking. The exception is a special
case in which the primary duality is internalized within language itself,
that is, in the distinction between the series of signifiers and signifieds,
that is, the material and conceptual components of the sign. Deleuze
understands “sense” as the surface that distinguishes but also articulates
this difference between the (series of) signifiers and (series of) signifieds.

The general problem of the relation of sense-making to its material
instantiation is, therefore, reprised in the internal structure of the sign
itself, with its corporeal (phonetic) and incorporeal (semantic) compo-
nents. But what interests Deleuze is not simply the way in which the
two series are articulated, that is, joined together, but, rather, the extent
to which this articulation is revealed in the ways in which the series do
not converge but diverge.

Deleuze argues that what is particularly characteristic of Lewis Carroll’s
use of esoteric words is that it involves just such a synthesis of the
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disparate. Snark, for example, synthesizes two disparate series of alimen-
tary and semiological orality (eating/speaking) or two disparate aspects
of the linguistic proposition: its denotative and expressive characters.
These esoteric words have a peculiar property, according to Deleuze:
the empirically accessible esoteric words themselves (e.g., Snark) are
not actually the words that circulate; they are {following Carroll’s logic)
merely names for those words. Referring this property back to the struc-
turalism prevalent when Deleuze was writing, the words themselves are
the “empty place” that is the precondition of signifying structures of any
kind; and the names for the words themselves simply designate this place.
These words (or their names), therefore, circulate as a general condition
of any kind of sense-making at all. Here Deleuze makes the crucial obser-
vation that such a condition of sense does not itself make sense. Thus, the
investigation of non-sense is at the same time an investigation into the
conditions of sense-making. And, since an understanding of organisms
as fundamentally sense-making entities is the basic impetus of enaction
theory, Deleuze's philosophical approach both overlaps with enaction
theory and at the same time poses a grounding question to enaction
theory: how is sense-making itself possible? The theoretical space within
which an answer is to be found is non-sense.

It is worth noting that Deleuze draws specific attention here to the
activity of “sound symbolism” in constructing such esoteric words:
Phiizz (a fruit without a taste) is “almost an onomatopoeia for some-
thing vanishing” (LS, p. 59/44). Onomatopoeia and sound symbolism,
as we shall see in our exploration of Artaud, also play a noteworthy role
in enactive accounts of nonsense.

The third, disjunctive, synthesis is somewhat elusive. It concerns
different types of series (ramifying or indefinitely subdividing ones) and
a special kind of esoteric word, the portmanteau word. Deleuze follows
standard linguistic usage here, giving the example of frumious = fuming +
furious. But he points out that all the previous examples of esoteric words
have elements in common with portmanteau words, and emphasizes
the importance of understanding what is distinct about portmanteau
words. Really, Deleuze is not interested in the mechanism of joining
evident in portmanteau word formation but, rather, in a certain subset
of portmanteau words that perform a unique linguistic function on the
basis of the content produced by this mechanism. Deleuze is interested
in cases where (linguistic, morphological) form follows function. Snark,
for instance, is a possible portmanteau word (shark + snake). But here the
function of the word {synthesis of disparate, i.e., alimentary/semiological
series) is quite different from its formation, which refers to a composite

Deleuze and the Enaction of Non-Sense 247

animal. By contrast, the portrmanteau word Jabberwocky is formed from
jabber (“to talk uncontrollably”) + wocer ("offspring” or “fruit”). Here the
formal composition of the word coincides with its function: both refer
in this case to the synthesis of the disparate registers of the alimentary
and semiological.

Why is Deleuze so concerned about this subset of portmanteau words?
What worries him is that the merely nominal definition of portinanteau
words (mimsy = flimsy + miserable, etc.) makes it seem as if portmanteau
words “compose a global sense or meaning” (LS, p. 61/45) that operates
within a single series rather than disjoining (but hence at the same time
synthesizing) disparate series. It is, according to Deleuze, only within a
certain disorder in the ordering of sense-making mechanisms that the
conditions under which sense-making is possible in the first place come
to visibility.'> Here Deleuze delves below the phenomenological presup-
positions of the necessary structural unity of organism-medium struc-
tural coupling according to the enaction school (Varela et al.,, 1991).
And the privileged conceptual space within which this takes place is
the high-level sense-making constitutive of human natural languages:
these are the only sites where nonsense becomes visible as such, and
hence where nonsense can be thematized. Without access to non-sense
as the condition of sense and sense-making in general, the question of
the material basis of cognitive structures cannot be properly addressed,
for one is consigned to thinking cognitive systems as always already
saturated with sense.

What is this elusive, final “disjunctive synthesis” (LS, pp. 61-62/46)?
Using the example of frumious again, Deleuze employs Carroll’s own
account of the origin of the word to claim that the disjunction of a
disjunctive synthesis takes place not between the two components that
make up the portmanteau (furious and fuming) but between the two
different ways in which they may be synthesized: as furious-and-fuming
o the one hand or fuming-and-furious on the other. This distinction is,
indeed, worthy of Carroll - but can it really function as part of Deleuze’s
theory? We think it can, although Deleuze's means of expression is a
little precious. What the example shows is that disjunctions occur not
just between two series, but within each series itself. Thus, the disjunction
of the furious-and-fuming series (abstract and concrete) involves the
mutual interpenetration of the two terms (furious-and-fuming versus
fuming-and-furious); and this, in turn, creates disjunctions within each

1% Compare here Manuel Delanda’s (2602, p. 160) “Dark Precursor”, which he
aligns with Deleuze’s “nonsense”.
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series itself: the “fuming” series now contains an implicit reference
to the “fury” it presents, and vice versa. As Deleuze puts it, the port-
manteau word (insofar as it names the esoteric word) “functions not
only to connote or coordinate two heterogeneous series but to intro-
duce disjunctions in the series” (LS, p. 62/47). Here Deleuze alludes to
one of his most important themes, the creation and maintenance of
novelty (Smith, 2007). Although it would take us too far afield to think
about it here, it is worth mentioning that it is probably in the unlimited
resources of non-sense that linguistic novelty lies.

On the face of it, such nonsense can be explained in terms of the
standard repertoire of “embodied” sense-making: all-pervasive meta-
phors (Lakoff and Johnson, 1980; Moon, 2004), prototype organiza-
tion (Fillmore, 1985; Geeraerts, 1984), and encyclopedic knowledge
(Langacker, 1987; Croft and Cruse, 2004), Take the seemingly arbitrary
combination of fuming and furious to form frumious. What permits
this interpretation (and allows this seemingly arbitrary conjunction to
“make sense”) is English speakers’ conventional metaphorical under-
standing of anger through the image of pressurized fluid or gas in a
container. Although this image is certainly not the only one English
speakets rely upon in conceptualizing anger — anger can also be under-
stood in terms of fire, insanity, conflict, burdens, weather events,
and control, captivity, or trespassing - it serves as the basis for what
Lakoff and Kévecses (1987) called their “prototypical cognitive model”
of anger, structuring not only their regular ways of speaking but also
the sorts of inferences they make about anger. The model functions
in this way by establishing a series of conceptual correspondences or
“mappings” between the fluid domain and the anger domain, which
can be summarized as follows:

fluid in a container anger
the container the body
fluid anger

degree of heat degree of anger

The basic structure of these mappings constitutes English speakers’ infer-
ential structure about being angry. Thus, a lack of anger is viewed in
metaphorical termns as the “coolness” and “calmness” of the fluid. As
anger becomes more intense, this is viewed as an increase in the tempera-
ture of the fluid and of internal pressure within the container: so we
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speak of “pent-up” or “bottled up” anger and of anger “welling up” or
“simmering” inside someone; of someone who is angry as “hot and both-
ered” or "hot under the collar”; of a “heated” argument; and so forth.
When the anger reaches a certain point of intensity, we say that it has
reached a “boiling point”; that someone is “brimming” or “seething”
with anger. If a person does not express such anger verbally or physically,
we say that they “contained” or “suppressed” or “kept in” their anger, or
“turned blue in the face.” If, on the other hand, the anger is too intense,
the person will “explode” or “burst” or “blow up”, “blow their stack”, “flip
their lid”, “go through the roof”, “hit the ceiling”, “blow a gasket”, “blow
a fuse”, or “let off some steam”. In other words, according to the entail-
ments of this metaphorical image, a person expressing extreme anger is
viewed as a container of liquid that, due to the excessive buildup of heat
and pressure, has overflowed in a violent and uncontrolled manner.

The “pressurized container” metaphor does not, of course, deliver
English speakers’ entire conceptualization of anger. Though affording
a general model that supports thinking and reasoning about anger in
a wide variety of contexts, the image focuses primarily on the under-
standing of a scale of anger - from “cool” to “fuming” - and on aspects
of control. In particular, the metaphor captures the notion that, as anger
grows more intense, one's ability to control its effects diminishes, until
a point is reached where it is impossible to “contain” one's anger any
longer and normal functioning ceases. The image of “blowing one’s
top” or “bursting” also captures an understanding that the angry person
represents a danger to himself as well as to those around him (Lakoff,
1987, pp. 386-387). Other metaphors target other dimensions of anger.
For example, the “conflict” metaphor (as reflected linguistically by, e.g.,
“I'm struggling with my anger”, “I was seized by anger”, “I'm coming
to grips with my anger”, and so on) focuses on the dangers of anger
to the self, whereas the “animal” metaphor (“a ferocious temper”, “he
unleashed his anger”, “bite someone’s head off”, “bare one's teeth”,
“bristle with anger”, “snarling with rage”} focuses on anger’s effects on
others. The “burden” metaphor (“unburden oneself”, “get something off
one’s chest”, “a chip on the shoulder”) focuses on questions of respon-
sibility for causing, or alleviating, anger. Still, this metaphor is anything
but trivial, providing an indispensable “folk model” of anger that consti-
tutes English speakers’ everyday logic about anger. Indeed, without the
metaphor, they would have perhaps no other means of comprehending
these particular aspects of anger.

Similarly, the “sense” of combining snake and shark to form snark as
a designation for a fearsome animal requiring courage to hunt depends



250 William Michael Short, Wilson H. Shearin, and Alistair Welchman

on their "prototypicality” as dangerous predators and a certain concep-
tual “sameness” that emerges from their metonymical and meta-
phorical relationship in this respect. A central pillar of the embodied
theory of meaning in cognitive linguistics, we know, is the notion of
“radiality”. Contrary to the traditional (objectivist) view of category
structure in which the inclusion or exclusion of items with respect to
a class is determined on the basis of discrete criterial features ("neces-
sary and sufficient conditions”), in cognitive linguistics categories are
taken to be typically graded and organized according to a “prototype”
in relation to which all other members of the category share some (but
not any single determinative) commonality. Leading directly out of
Wittgenstein’s discussion of the meanings of game in terms of “family
resemblances”, Eleanor Rosch (1975, 1978) demonstrated that category
formation is, in fact, normally contextual, dynamic, and defined by a
“best example” or particularly salient exemplar. For example, the cate-
gory of bird in English is structured prototypically, with robins and spar-
rows typically judged as the best representatives of the class — and with
penguins or ostriches as marginal members, Similarly, for most English
speakers, saws and hammers are “central” examples of the category of
tool, while awls and planes represent more “peripheral” members of the
same category.

Prototypicality is ubiquitous in linguistic sense-making (Rosch and
Mervis, 1975; Smith et al., 1974). In English, the senses of the deverba-
tive adjectival suffix -able (-ible), for instance, appear to be organized
around a central meaning “able to be x'ed” - as reflected in washable
(“able to be washed"), provable (“able to be proved”), flexible ("able to
be flexed, bent”) (see Lee, 2001, PP. 54-53). This is the most common,
“default” reading of the suffix. However, the sense of the suffix can also
vary from this core meaning along certain dimensions: for example, in
readable the suffix does not mean “able to be read” so much as “inter-
esting to read”. In payable, the suffix does not mean “able to be paid”
so much as “due to be paid”. Two things that are comparable are not
merely “able to be compared” but “able to be compared in a specific
respect”, Likewise, what is drinkable is not simply “able to be drunk” but
“able to be drunk safely”; what is inflammable is not only “able to catch
fire” but “likely to catch fire”. An example from our own research might
be the Latin word sermo, the semantic structure of which constitutes
a real radial network built out from two related instantiations of an
image-schematic prototype of linkage: alternate rotational configura-
tions of the prototype image motivate the word’s dual monologic and
dialogic senses - roughly “conversation” and “utterance” - which then
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chain out to cover, for example, “debate” generally or “literary dispu-
tation” specifically, and “rumor”, “gossip”, “style”, or even “word”
(Short, 2012). In all such cases, the prototypical meaning is modulated
according to specific contexts of use, as well as to regular human experi-
ence of the world.

Prototypicality effects can also guide the construction of ad hoc or
goal-derived (“uncommon”) categories and can motivate reasoning
about relationships between categories, Barsalou (1983, 1985) discusses
how aspects of embodied experience variously contribute to the
construction of ad hoc categories. A person's category of “things to take
on a camping trip” is likely defined to a large degree by items that have
served that person well on previous camping trips or that a person has
frequently seen others take with them. On the other hand, frequency
of exposure probably (hopefully) has little to do with membership in
someone’s category of “things to take from one's home during a fire”.
Instead, the kinds of things that might fall into this category - “chil-
dren”, "dog”, “stereo”, "blanket” - are determined by context-induced
value-judgments. Vallée-Tourangeau, Anthony, and Austin (1998) have
also shown that "experiential mediation” — more or less perceptuaily
detailed mental imagery - strongly governs category construction, exem-
plars of categories such as “things dogs chase” and (more abstractly)
“reasons for going on a holiday” very often being generated on the basis
of richly imaged concrete situations (a scene of a dog chasing a series of
objects; memories of holiday celebrations). Even presumably common
taxonomic categories such as fruit tend to be constructed in this way —in
this case, by scanning, for instance, a memory of the produce section of
a grocery store.

In this light, it is easy to grasp a snark because the two categories of
which this portmanteau word is composed - snake and shark — easily fit
together conceptually in prototypical terms. In the very first instance,
a snake and a shark present certain cbvious experiential (perceptual)
and interactional properties: both have, to human eyes, scaly, shiny
skin; both have elongated, flexible bodies; though inhabiting greatly
different environments, both move in a similar manner, propelling
themselves forward by moving their bodies rhythmically back and forth
in a sort of sine wave. Furthermore, both animals are long- and sharp-
toothed, biting predators, with similar feeding habits, swallowing their
prey whole or in large chunks, without first chewing. They differ, of
course, in their natural habitat - land and sea, respectively - although
these are also structurally opposed in conception. Shark and snake, there-
fore, emblematize the category of “fearsome animals”, representing
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best-example terms for their respective environments. The metonymic
relationship of shark and snake emerging from these considerations has,
in fact, become entrenched in English speakers’ imaginations (cf. Trout,
2011). They appear together as a formula with an almost proverbial chat-
acter in, for instance, H. H. Breen's “The Diamond Rock” (1849), which
recounts the Napolecnic battle of the same name, when a small British
force occupying Fort-de-France Bay (Martinique) managed to hold out
for some days against a much latger Franco-Spanish fleet as “Round
the sturdy Rock / The assailants turn in vain; / They try it East, they
try it West, / No footing can they gain. / And in their wake prowl the
shark and snake, / Unsated with human gore.” They also often appear
paired in metaphorical talk to characterize various professionals gener-
ally deemed untrustworthy (especially lawyers: McGlone and Manfredi,
2001; Goatly, 2007, p. 151). Indeed, their conceptual closeness even
leads English speakers to often speak figuratively of sharks as “snaking”
through the water.

Overall, then, it appears that both aspects of Deleuze's Carrollian
nonsense are well accounted for within the confines of traditional
cognitive linguistics, modulated by a concern with embodiment: in the
case of nonsense words of the frumious type, by a structural mapping
from a literal, concrete domain of sensorimotor experience (fluid
dynamics) to a metaphorical domain (angry emotional responses) in
the style of embodied semantics. Although cognitive linguists propose
such models primarily with a view to understanding the experience
and semantics of abstractions, and lay particular emphasis on the
isomorphism between the inferential relations in the two domains,
the extension to an explanation of an (apparently nonsensical) neolo-
gism on the basis of the semantic interactions of the domains is rela-
tively straightforward; and, in the case of nonsense words of the snark
type, by means of prototypicality relations, through which individual
corporeal experience intersects with and makes possible cross-catego-
rization of a kind that underlies the attribution of provisional sense to
portmanteau words.

However, Deleuze also contends that portmanteau words are formed
from a semantic content domain that aligns with their function: in this
case, they possess a special significance. But even this claim is adapted
to explanation in terms of sensorimotor metaphors for abstraction.
The action or function of portmanteau words, that of disjunctively
synthesizing the disparate realms of the corporeal and incorporeal, is
itself thematized in the semantic fields that the word “Jabberwocky”
syntactically conjoins: the corporeal, alimentary fruiting of “wocer” and
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the incorporeal, linguistic sense of “jabber”. To put the point in terms
of embodied cognitive science, the nonsense of portmanteau words
like “Jabberwocky” presents, within language, the general principle
according to which non-corporeal abstractions, including language
itself, can be thought only on the basis of structurally isomorphic meta-
phorizations with corporeal, concrete, sensorimotor domains of experi-
ence. To revert to Deleuze’s terse formulation: nonsense propositions
like these say their own sense (LS, p. 84/67).1¢

10.4 Artaudian nonsense: the cries of the body

If this analysis represented all that may be said of Deleuze's interpreta-
tion of nonsense, nonsense would seem rather sensible, or at least to
occupy a definite place within frameworks already well developed in
linguistics and cognitive science. But Deleuze extends his considera-
tion further. He steps outside the work of Carroll himself to address
the adaptations of Through the Looking Glass written by Antonin Artaud
in 1943 while he resided as a mental patient at the asylum in Rodez
suffering from what would now probably be described as schizophre-
nia.'” In these writings, Deleuze discovers a quite different kind of
nonsense.

We may recall that, for Deleuze, sense is defined structurally: it is
the incorporeal event that arises from the duality of propositions and
things. It is, moreover, the “cutting edge” that articulates the difference
between the two terms of this duality. Nonsense, in turn, is the zero node
of sense, that which enacts sense without itself having sense. It allows
sense through its own opposition to the absence of sense. Deleuze, as we
have seen, develops these structural definitions through consideration
of Lewis Carroll and the Stoics. Yet his analysis of Artaud turns such defi-
nitions on their head. Deleuze’s analysis of “I'Arve et I'Aume”, Artaud's
adaptation of the sixth chapter of Through the Looking Glass, focuses
upon the first four lines of “Jabberwocky”, a starting point apparently

16 Following Frege, Deleuze sees “nommal” propositions as denoting or refer-
ring to things through or by means of their senses. But this implies that a further
proposition would be needed to refer to the sense of the first, and so on in a
regress exploited at various points by Carroll. By contrast, nonsense words do
refer to or say their own senses.

' The adaptations of Carroll were written in Rodez at the end of September
1943, and held by Dr Ferdiére, one of Artaud’s physicians, until their publication
in 1947, For further details, see the unnumbered note in Artaud (2004, p- 917).
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similar to that for his investigation of portmanteau words. In Deleuze's
view, this “translation” begins innocently enough. “The two opening
verses”, he writes, “still correspond to Carroll’s criteria and conform to
the rules of translation generally held by Carroll’s other French transla-
tors.” Yet in the third verse, where the original text reads “All mimsy
were the borogoves”, Artaud offers instead: “Jusque 13 ou la rourghe
est & rouarghe a rangmbde et rangmbde a rouarghambde” (cited in LS,
p. 89/110). On Deleuze’s view, this rendering is not mere mistranslation.
Rather, it causes "us to be in another world and in an entirely different
language”.

What does this claim mean? In short, it calls into question the entire
structure of sense (and, therefore, also of nonsense) that Deleuze has
built through his examination of Carroll and the Stoics. While Deleuze
does not deny that one may, at least in part, analyze Artaud’s creations
just like Carroll’s portmanteau words — Artaud, in fact, performs some
such analyses himself - this procedure, nonetheless, feels inadequate,
As Deleuze puts it, these analyses simply “persuade us of the presence
of something very different” (LS, p. 90/110). In place of the duality of
propositions and things we find another duality, what Deleuze calls the
duality of the schizophrenic word. No longer a duality of proposition
and thing, it consists instead in the action-word, which joins inartic-
ulate tones, and the passion-word, which explodes into “wounding”
phonemes. Both the action-word and passion-word are signs, but they
are signs merged with bodies. This last point is crucial, for it means that
schizophrenic words — and schizophrenic nonsense - operate not on
the surface of language, where Deleuze has heretofore located incor-
poreal sense. Instead, these “words”, this nonsense, operates in bodily
depths that are no longer exclusively, or even primarily, linguistic.
Schizophrenic nonsense thus destroys the axes at the core of a structural
analysis of language (and sense-making more generally). As Deleuze puts
it, “there is not, there is no longer, any surface” {LS, p. 106/86); “there
are no longer any series at all” (LS, p. 111/91), Schizophrenic nonsense
refers language back to the realm of bodies prior to the development of
language.

Such a state of affairs seems rather desperate, although Deleuze is in
part using the term “schizophrenic” as a psychoanalytic term of art, and
hence referring the (non-)phenomenon of a pure corporeal nonsense
of the body to an early stage of child development in which proper
linguistic sense-making capacities have not yet emerged (see Hughes,
2011, pp. 20fi.). On Deleuze’s reading, Artaud brings language back to
the point where it has no structure, no sense, where it is indistinguishable
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from bodily noise.'® Yet the apparent blind confusion induced by schizo-
phrenic nonsense also offers the possibility of more basic insight, While
sense-making, at least as it is characterized in the bulk of The Logic of
Senise, fails in the case of Artaud’s nonsense, this failure may illuminate
the relation of language to the non-linguistic, to what lies beyond intra-
linguistic metaphorization. Indeed, schizophrenic nonsense - insofar as
it no longer supposes the structures (e.g., signifier, signified, referent)
common to Saussurean linguistics - brings us much closer to the tenets
of the enaction paradigm, which flattens out traditional distinctions
between subject and object or mind, body, and world. Artaud's adapta-
tions of Carroll are more amenable to explanations grounded in the
creative power of an individual to enact her world.

Perhaps the most significant work towards defining and conceiving
an “enactive linguistics” has been carried out by Didier Bottineau, who
focuses especially on what he calls “languaging”, or “the act of speech
in all its forms” (Bottineau, 2010, p. 271; cf. Maturana and Varela, 1980).
Languaging is more in line with enactive thought because, rather than
presupposing the constructs of traditional linguistics (e.g., Jangage,
langue, parole, grammar), it focuses on the experience of speakers within
the medium of language. Thus, even as Bottineau discusses traditional
features of linguistic study such as morphology or syntax, he considers
not so much abstract rules as how those rules are implemented in indi-
vidual acts of speech. Moreover, languaging differs from other models
of embodied language use in that it constantly takes account of senso-
rimotor experience — not simply metaphors or mental categories drawn
from the surrounding material world, Specifically, languaging maintains
a consistent focus upon speaking, seeing, and hearing as instrumental in
the construction of thought,

What are the implications of languaging for “understanding”
Artaudian nonsense? If we return to the third line of Artaud’s adapta-
tion of Carroll’s Jabberwocky - “Jusque 13 oil la rourghe est 4 rouarghe a

18 In reading Artaud as an author of “bodily” nonsense, Deleuze follows the
lead of Artaud himself. See Ward (1999, p. 128): “In Rodez Artaud would invent
new languages, write poems using these languages, poems which would involve
beating out rhythms or experimenting with the human voice, incorporating
screams and whispers. These efforts were regarded as symptoms of an illness, but
seen in the context of Artaud's writings as a whole they can be seen as a logical
development of his closely argued contention that conventional literary forms,
like conventional theatre, appealed only to the mind, that he wished to develop
forms which involved the whole person and which were received as visceral assaults”
(emphasis added}.
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rangmbde et rangmbde a rouarghambde” (cited in LS, p. 110/90) - we
observe several features that resonate with an enactive linguistics. First,
even as the line is obviously “nonsense”, native speakers may neverthe-
less, at least to a limited extent, recognize fragments of syntactical struc-
ture. “Jusque la ou” is perfectly good French, and it forms an acceptable
parasyntactical (adverbial) complement to the verb phrase “Allaient”
(expressed in the second line) and the noun phrase “les vliqueux
tarands” (expressed in the first line). In other words, even as Artaud
enacts nonsense, he employs fragments of syntactical structures that
he has intemnalized (orally, aurally, and manually, i.e., through various
sensorimotor capacities) and that native French speakers will recognize.
Moreover, while the syntax at the end of the third line is murky - there
seem, for instance, to be too many verbs - other aspects of languaging
may cast some light upon it."

Particularly illuminating in this regard are onomatopoeia, synesthesia,
and submorphology (phonesthemes), aspects of “phonosymbolism”,
namely, linguistic phenomena in which the semantic content of a word
is in part motivated by its phonic shape.?® Although verbal signs may be
arbitrary and onomatopoeia words may be “nonsense,” there is, none-
theless, an empirical “iconic” uniformity about them: in English dogs go
“bowwow”, in French “buff”, ltalian “bau”, Latin bau, and Greek bdu;
we “whistle” in English, but Germans say “Pfeifen” and Russians “svist”.
Various submorphological features - features that fall below the level
of prefixes, suffixes, verbal endings, and other typical morphology -
manifest consistent, naturally motivated semantic patterns (see Dogana,
1983; Tsur, 1992). One may think, for example, of th- words (the, this,
that, thus, etc.) in English, which signal the retrieval from memory of
something immediately available, or of the related wh- words (wiho,
what, when, where, why, etc.) that signal the unavailability (in memory)
of some pre-established knowledge (Danon-Boileau, 1983). The scr- of
scrape, scratch, scramble, scribble, scrub may evoke spasmodic movement
over a surface. The si- of slack, slime, slop, slouch, siow, and slug may
signal “softness” and “slowness” (see Tournier, 1985, p. 146). GI- words

1% As regards the syntax of the second half of the line, one difficulty is caused
by mild textual uncertainty. While Deleuze prints “la rourghe est & rouarghe,”
Artaud (2004) instead prints “la rourghe est a rouarghe,” omitting an accent aigiu.

 The so-called “Sound Symbolism Hypothesis” was developed in the works of,
for example, Bloomfield, Jakobson, Jespersen, Sapir, and Firth. For an overview
and bibliography, see Magnus (2013).
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(glide, gloss, glisten, glimmer, glow) tend to have to do with smoothness,
wetness, and shininess; sw- words (swing, sweep, swap, swim, swoon) with
pendulation; st- words (stap, stick, stack, stamnp) with fixity. Such patterns,
even if they do not fix the diachronic “sense” of neologisms, effectively
create a backdrop against which neologisms may be evaluated, and they
may be particularly important for the synchronic creation of such neol-
ogisms. From the standpoint of cognitive science, such sound-symbolic
features may be understood as markers of the sensorimotor couplings
through which speakers apprehend objects, events, and culture more
generally.?!

In the specific case of Artaud’s line, we observe repeated r-sounds,
which, as Bottineau (2010, p. 294) notes, are commonly used “for forceful
launching (passage en force)” in a variety of languages.? This analysis at
the level of submorphology accords well with other evidence about the
“sense” of rourghe, which Artaud (or rather Alice) suggests may be inter-
preted as la ruée ("rush”) (Artaud, 2004, p. 923). Alice also indicates that
this “rushing” occurs autour de la roue circulaire (“around the circular
wheel”), a fact that is reinforced by the seemingly new suffix -mbde or
-ambde. This rate collocation of consonants — mbd - is reminiscent of
the Latin prefix amb(i)- (Gk. dugi), which itself connotes this idea of
“around” or "about”. Moreover, we could almost say that the final four
terms of the line which begin with r form a chiastic structure, a pattern
that “crosses” itself and - not unlike a circular wheel ~ takes one back
to the original element: rouarghe: rangmbde, rangmbde: rouarghambd)
e. Apart from the final -ambd-, the crossing symmetry is perfect. The
configuration of phonemes within the clusters -rgh- in articulatory
terms also “crosses”: pronouncing r and gh of -rgh- in French (that is,
the voiced uvular fricative [1] followed by a voiced velar fricative {y])
involves raising the back of the tongue to the uvula and then moving it

3 We consider the term “phonosymbolism” to be too restrictive. It assumes that
repeated phonological elements must reflect specifically symbolic relations with
semantic (or, better, subsemantic) elements. But this is an unwarranted assump-
tion, for it is perfectly possible that originally arbitrary relations are fixed in
phonic populations by means of a mechanism akin to random drift's roie in fixing
sequences in genetic populations. See Short and Welchman (forthcoming).

# The sound symbolism of /s/ has been studied by, for example, Chastaing
{1966, pp. 502ff.), whose experimental respondents categorized this sound as
“very rough, strong, violent, heavy, pungent, hard, near-by, and bitter”, while for
Fonagy’s {1963) Hungarian respondents, /r/ was overwhelmingly “wild, pugna-
cious, manly, rolling, and harder”.
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slightly forward to the soft palate, whereas pronouncing m and b and d
of -mbd- (that is, the bilabial nasal [m] followed by bilabial stop [b] and
alveolar stop [d]) involves moving the tip of the tongue backwards from
near the lips to the alveolar ridge.

A similar analysis may be applied to another response to, or adaptation
of, “Jabberwocky” written by Artaud. This “poem” was written two years
after the first, on September 22, 1945, also from the asylum at Rodez, in
a letter to Henri Parisot (who was himself a translator of Lewis Carroll),
In that letter, Artaud remarks that Carroll’s work “is only a rip-off...of
a work written by me that has been made to disappear so that I myself
scarcely know what's inside it” (Artaud, 2004, p. 1015). The poem is then
presented as “a few attempts” (quelques essais) that the language of that
book ought to resemble: “Ratara ratara ratara / Atara tatara rana / Otara
otara katara” (cited in LS, p. 102/83). The poem seems to have elements
of French onomatopoeia words. Both ra and ran are used in French to
describe the sound of a drumstick striking a drum. The poem also strik-
ingly recalis the so-called “glossolalic” utterances found in Greek tragic
and comic poetry, such as Cassandra’s lament and invocation to the god
Apollo in Aeschylus’ Agamemnon: ototototdi popdi dd / Opollon Opollon
(pp. 1072-1073, 1075-1076), or the cries of the chorus in Aristophanes’
Birds: epopopdi popoi popopopéi popéi / id id ito ito (pp. 227-228). Although
the complement and arrangement of consonant and vowel sounds that
are repeated in the Greek text differ somewhat from Artaud’s line (t-p -
(d)-o-1lvs.r—t-(r)-(t)—o-k), it is perhaps telling that Artaud’s poem
so closely resembles well-known passages of Greek literature precisely in
the context of a claim about Carroll’s “translation”. The “sense” of the
utterance lies not so much in the words themselves, then, as in their
very ability to recall another text.

None of this analysis assigns Artaud’s adaptation of Carroll a singular
meaning, but it does show that constructs of an enactive semantics (cf.
Zipoli Caiant, 2010) such as submorphology give far greater “sense” to
Artaud’s nonsense than it might otherwise be thought to have,

10.5 From Logic of Sense to Anti-Oedipus: from
surface to depths, enabling an attack on
“modal prejudice”

At the time of publication of The Logic of Sense (1969/1990), Deleuze
appears conflicted about the possibility - indeed, the actuality - of
this second, Artaudian, kind of nonsense, what he calls an Untersinn, a
subsense (LS, p. 111/90), in a reference to the development of a chaotic,
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energetic conception of the unconscious in German romanticism.? Or
perhaps it would be more accurate to say that Deleuze feels the power,
both of this kind of nonsense, and of the theoretical importance of
drawing an analysis of non-sense down from its Carrollinian under-
standing {as something like a structural condition of sense) into the
abyss where nonsense signals the ultimate inherence of sense (structural
conditions and all) within the corporeal realm. At the end of his discus-
sion of Artaud, for instance, Deleuze claims: "we would not give up a
single page of Antonin Artaud for the whole of Carroll”. But, at the same
time, it is only on the surface and not in the depths that “the entire logic
of sense is located” (LS, p. 114/93, emphasis added). So Deleuze’s whole
text concerns only surface (non)sense, while simultaneously claiming
that subsurface nonsense is considerably more important. Why would
Deleuze do this?

We think it is fair to say that Deleuze's thought is itself at this point in
flux. The utter chaos and complete formlessness that Deleuze attributes
to the corporeal, material unconscious of Untersinn makes its “howl-
words [mots-cris]” (LS, p. 108/88) all the more pathetic and affecting for
their very resistance to any kind of theoretical understanding: Deleuze
sees their interest, but all the resources he has for understanding the
production of (non)sense — the three “syntheses” that comprise the
“logic” of (non)sense — are located only on the surface. It is this that
gives rise to a situation in which sense operates essentially transcenden-
tally or structurally as a medium within which the organism is always
already immersed; this that gives rise to the situation in which non-
sense is understood only as the condition of sense; and this that gives
rise to an understanding of sensorimotor schemas as already imbued
with a sense that is merely transposed, in metaphorization, from one
already meaning-bearing domain to another.

It is, in this respect, highly noteworthy that, very soon after publishing
The Logic of Sense, in his productive collaborations with renegade psycho-
analyst Félix Guattari, especially the 1972 Anti-Oedipus, Deleuze takes
the productive apparatus of the logic of sense and subtracts it from
the surface, relocating it in the (schizophrenic} depths of the corporeal
itself.2! This move is crucial for an appreciation of the importance of the

23 A little later on in The Logic of Sense, Deleuze refers explicitly to this tradi-
tion, talking of the “moments in which philosophy makes the Abyss [Sans-fond]
speak... [in] the mystical language of its wrath, its forrnlessness, and its blindness:
Boehme, Schelling, Schopenhauer” (LS, p. 130/106).

# Welchman (2006) makes this polnt, and it is taken up again in Smith
(2009).
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role of a pluralistic conception of “languaging” in Bottineau as well as of
the significance of submorphological features, synitactic fragments and
phonosymbolic (or phonosynthetic) elements in the analysis of Artaud’s
“deep” nonsense. Such partial processes (in Anti-Oedipus Deleuze and
Guattari call them “partial” uses of synthesis, e.g., 1972/1984, p. 70) do not
presuppose the constitution of sense as the medium in which the organism
must always already be understood as operating; they are the beginnings
of an enactive account of the constitution of (global) sense itself.

These partial processes of sense-making are particularly relevant to an
enactive semantics because they help alleviate a pervasive “modal preju-
dice” in cognitive science, including in theories of embodied cognition.
“Modal prejudice” is the privileging of one sense - typically vision — over
the others in the formation of structures of meaning. This prejudice is
perceptible in embodiment’s treatment of image schemas (whose very
linguistic label marks visual perception as prototypical) as a primary
basis for sense-making. In theory, image schemas are pre-conceptual
structures of meaning that capture patterns of recurring experience in
all sensory modalities (see, e.g., Gibbs and Colston, 1995, p. 349: “Image
schemas exist across all perceptual modalities [...) image schemas are at
once visual, auditory, kinesthetic, and tactile”), yet, in practice, their
description tends to be limited to visual and kinesthetic properties (cf.
e.g., Hampe and Grady 2005). Johnson {2008), for instance, describes
the “felt qualities” of auditory experience, but his analyses of musicai
understanding still rely on overridingly visuospatial schemas. Perhaps
this bias is understandable: since Plato, vision has been considered the
most “trustworthy” of the senses (cf. Pl. Tim. 47a-47¢, Archer-Hind
1888/1988). indeed, its predominance has been ingrained in our “folk”
understanding of the senses: Cristina Cacciari (1998) has argued that
our synesthetic metaphors, in fact, reflect a mental model according
to which the senses constitute a hierarchy running from the visual
(color, dimension), through the tactile, gustatory, and auditory, to the
olfactory.z

An enactive approach to meaning (including linguistic meaning as
one specific case) presents the opportunity to overcome such modal
prejudice, giving a greater place to the less “objective” senses in sense-
making. As our analyses of Artaudian nonsense above demonstrate,

¥ Cacciari (1998, p. 129) points out that the “touch” words sharp and dull
transfer metaphorically to color; but it is not clear that sharp and dull denote
exclusively tactile properties (at least in the way that, say, rough and smooth do);
they may already partially capture something of visual perception.
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reading language enactively, through constructs such as phonesthemes
at a minimum, places the auditory alongside the visual in the construc-
tion and interpretation of linguistic sense. Moreover, even if it is
harder to imagine precisely how taste, touch, and smel! figure in the
specific examples we explore in the present essay, Deleuze’s analysis of
Artaud takes steps towards incorporating these senses into linguistic
meaning: Artaudian nonsense, for example, takes us back to the place
where speaking meets eating. In giving us a way of thinking about how
(global) sense is constructed, partial processes at least open the door for
exploring the work of the full range of senses in meaning-making. Whil.e
the objective senses, especially vision, separate us - even in our embodi-
ment- from the (purely corporeal) environment precisely because they
are objective, locate objects outside of us in space, presuppose a repre-
sentational outlook, and have no discernible medium; by contrast, the
less objective senses, especially smell, are “an-objective”, connect us to
the corporeal environment, do not locate objects outside of us, dispose
of the representational outlook, and do have a discernible medium
(when [ am aware of the dogshit, its smell comes out to me: cf. Arendt,
1971/1981, p. 264: “In the matters of taste or smell, the it-pleases or
displeases me is immediate and overwhelming”). The challenge for
future enactive linguistic research, if it truly wishes to re-unite the brain,
body, and world, lies precisely in “re-incorporating” these “an-objective”
senses, which, in fact, have never themselves been incorporeal.
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